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Examiner: Andrew J. Rudy Art Unit: 3627 

Docket No.: Or-Bach2 

Commissioner for Patents 

P.O. Box 1450 

Alexandria, VA 22313-1450 

RESPONSE TO FINAL ACTION 

The outstanding Office Action rejects all of the claims over Mitchell. The Office 

Action dated 1 0/1 9/04, §4, stated: 

Mitchell discloses tracking via RFID devices reusable containers 48, e.g. Figs. 1, 
6, 7, capable of containing different types of goods, e.g. solid goods. Mitchell 
does not explicitly use the terminology of identifying customers returning 
reusable containers. However, tracking of which customers return goods has been 
common knowledge in the art, as is tracking a customers (sic) purchase habits, 
alerting customers when products have arrived for pick-up, making such products 
available and providing reduced shipping costs. 

Clearly, Mitchell's RFID system may have accomplished the task of identifying 
customers. To have provided tracking of which customers return the containers, 
along with tracking a customers (sic) purchase habits, alerting customers when 
products have arrived for pick-up, making such products available and providing 
reduced shipping costs of Mitchell would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art. The motivation would have been provided common knowledge 
customer service in order to keep/grow a business entities (sic) income. 

Applicants traverse this rejection. 


' The final office action does not repeat the grounds tor rejection relied upon by the Examiner, e.g. the so- 
called Si notice, discussed below. Applicants assume that essentially the Exammer adheres to the 
rejection set forth in the 10/19/04 otTice action. 


